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ABSTRACT

‘A moderated subgroup desion“was used to_study the relation-
_sﬁip between emp]oyee performante and manager's attributed social

power under favorab]e and unfavorable c11mate cond1t1ons It was

hypotﬁes1zed and demonstrated that/when perce1ved c11mate w2s favor-

' ab]e, power d1d not pred1ct performance When perce1ved c11mate
was unfavorab]e, power was pos1t1ve1y related to'performance'1n

: most cases.;"Lagged corre1ations'over six.months demonstrated im-

'vprOved'predictfon;;particu1ar1y in the low perceived challenge and .

_/.

A,ATthough:thanumber of statistically signifioant findings were

variety sueroup.

Timited, 1arge1y due to sma11 samp]e sizes,. cons1stency in the dir-.
ection of d1fferences between corre1at1ons supports the hypothe:]s

that poor c11mates y1e1d stronger power performance re1at1onsh1ps



‘Managerial Power and Worker Parformance:

A Longitudi:.... «d Cross-sectional Study

'~

_The;étudy of leadership represents a iarge iﬁvestment
: by.industriai—o:ganizationa1 psychologists.: Yet, many
investigétors of the'leadership'process have ignored the

. framework in which; the motivational basis of leadership
can be studied through™ attributed ‘social power. The attri-

! &

buted social power of a leader is defined as a follower's
".perceptibn of.the.motivatioqal fordes'exerfea on the
follower by th léader._ It.isipfdbOSea that the fblloﬁerfs
..pepceptidn df.tﬁ;s power rathér than the.actual or poténtial'
_:powerﬁof‘thea;eéder is more rglévant.td the performanée of
the follower. | | | o

The perceived,mbtivational forces élicited by managéré‘

or-their-attributed'sbciaLlPOWerfis derived from ;esourées"
_ gfantéd:by the bréanization and those unique to the indivi=-
dual. These :esources'servebqs the. bases éf théimanégér‘s

~a£tributed sociél power. .Frénch'and Raven-(1959$ grOQided_

a particuiarly useful classification of the bases of pQWer,'
that includes: reward poweryebased on the-perceptiop/that
. gnothervpetson has the ability to mediate rewards;VCOerciVe

'~ power--based on the perception. that another person has the -

‘ability to'mediatelpuniéhments; legitimate power~-based on

1



the’ perceptlon that anotherrperson has the r'ght to pre—-

‘. scribe behaV1or, referent power~-based on the 1dent1f1ca-
tlon with. another person; and expert pOWer-—based on the"
perceptlon that another personEpOSsesses special knowledge
or expertlse.'

:Prevlous field studles haVe-focused.on the.relation-
-Shlp between managerlal social power and subordlnate jOb
performance (Bachman et?al., 1966 1968; Student, 1968;-
_'Warren,r1968; and IvanceV1ch and Donnelly, 1970). "In
gener;l, pOSlthe relatlonshlps have been obserVed for :-
reward referent and expert power Wlth subordlnate
performance, whhle non-sxgnlflcant results are reported |
for the relatlonshlp of legltlmate power with subordlnate
performance, and mlxed results were found for the relatlon-
sh1p of c0erc1ve power w1th performance.' .

A d1rect relatlonshlp between’ the bases of social .
power and performance is cons1stent w1th other major
theoret;cal.pos1tlons based on soc1al.power (Katz and Kahn, ]
1966) HoweVer, Welnsteln and Holzbach (1976) demonstrated:
the power-performance relatlonshlp to be more complex than
'orlglnally expected. Spec1f1cally, when-cllmate was.
positive,‘supportiVe and_encouraging,_the.relationship/ﬁel'-
between power\and perforﬁance:was weah.and*not slqnificant.
However, when cllmate was characterlzed by red tape, o
dlscouragement and lack of lnltlatlve, the pOWer—performance :

relatlonshlp was statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant in the predlcted

direction.



- L ) “Initially, this finding_was*somemhat puzzling}_ Why
o shoulddpoWer‘be'more influentlal when the organization isl
: . , , -
'percefved negatively? " One.possible reason. is as'follo&s:
when the organization'is_perceived positively, workers are
likely to.respond_by-self—directed effort to perform well.
Thus, amerage performance will bebhigherzand withln—lndivi-

dual variance lowér. ,But) ‘when climate is poor; performance

—-- — .. ‘.._,

w1ll drop—~‘Influence, then, w1ll be needed to overcome
obstacles to;high'performance., Recastlng thls conceptual
framework in‘a~simple'analogy,=a shlp,lnlcalm waters is
'likely.tolmake progress mhoever the-captain is.l But in a-
stormy sea, the callber of leadershlp W1ll be tested___and~

_the Shlp S performance w1ll be greatly determ1nediby the

captaln s, 1nfluence. 1'

—

L e The bases of thls 1nfluence is, more dlfflcult to

J

'predict. Clearly, the incrimental power bases of expert and
referent should~correspond to this framework., Reward'power.

should also flt but coerc1ve power is more . complex. ‘Since

the stress of a poor cllmate is: llkely to produce defenslve—
vness and.posslbly averslon to coercive lnfluence ‘attempts,
we would not expect'to find the same relationship with‘
coerc1ve power. Lngtlmate power in generalf'has not been

a good predlctercof performance, and-although'meIWOuld
expect the dlfferentlal relatlonshlp to'be present for
“legitimate power, we - also expect that it w1ll depend on the -

value attrlbuted to author;ty and 1ts—acceptance.

T




The purpose of this'study is io testﬂthe relationship

'_wbetween attrlouted managerlal power and employee performance ;

’:as moderated by cllmate...It is hypothes1zed.that 1n;poor
‘climates the power—performancefrelationShip will behstrong
for”reward expert -referent and legitimate power,: In
good cllmates, these relatlonshlps will be weak or non
‘ex1stant. No dlfferentlal predlctlon 'is made’ for coerc1ve
power;- .

wThese.hypotheses.will'be tested‘USing a'cross;sectional
analys1s for two tlme perlods.; They w1ll also be tested
OVer‘tlme, relatlng power at an earller tlme ‘to performance
.six months later. It is expected that the predlcted H
relatlonshlp over tlme w1ll be stronger than elther statlc
'relatlonshlp.r ThlS 1s due largely to the tlme needed for
attrlbuted power to affect performance.

' Method .

ResearchFSetting and Sample

*

Data were. collected from non—superv1sory employees and\
managers ‘~7 a de~ -tment of c1ty government in a la. je -
northeastern'City. Total employmnnt in the department
'fluctuated around an average of about 135 people ass1gned
‘to. six admlnlstratlve d1v1s1ons. Job types represented in
‘_the(unlt were mostly'whlte;collar-iadministrative, profés;lJ

’ sional/technicaly”clerical--however, one dle51on employed

a few outside constructlon workers and equ1pment operators._

s S PR '/
Procedures _ - . _ i /
: . , .
/ :

Questionnaires were administered to members of the

i



department in two phases.~ For both phases the researchers
'administered the questionnaires to members of the department
- .. in conference roomS'at City Hall. During the first phase,

;three data—gathering sess1ons were held Within a two-month
period. _Phase two data was cl ected six months later, in

_two sessions,'three'weeks apart; ”A six-month'time interval
Was-selected'for~twofreasons- one,.because the'-researchers‘..\_,I.,/‘/\‘r

-

felt that important changes in the variables of interest

for this study would begin to manifest themselves after the~
passage of a half—year s time;’ two, six months marked a
logistically convenient time for intruding in the department”
for the purpose of re—administering the questionnaire.-
| In both phases, some individuals who'could not‘attend
the group survey sess10ns completed ‘the questionnaire
.Privately and forwarded it to the researchers. All memgers
of the department who participated were" guaranteed th/t their
“individual privacy and confidentiality of respon: . would be
.protecffd. To iusure this allbquestionnairesﬁwere codedfand
. no individual identifying information was retained on the )
forms.‘ ' | | | N
”For phase'one, 33 managerial questionnaires were
prepared and 33 usables’ were returned ‘117 enployee question-
naires were orepared and 109 ‘usables were returned (93%). \
fDuring\the second phase, 31 managerialmquestionnaires were ',/g

-prepared and 30 usables were returned 99 employee question—

naires were prepared and 87 usableﬁ were returned (88%).

[T
SRR
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\ |
Between phase one and- two, seven managers- had
) . Lo e . T . .

-,changesfin’status: one retired; one was demoted; .two
LQ//were7replaced-'and three’were.replaced and demoted Among

'the employees there were a number of term1natlons, most

in one d1V1slon among CETA workers whose contract had

.

-explred. One employee transferred to’ another lelslon

and two . employees were' promoted to manager.

Measures:'

From the- employees questionnaire: Bases of Managerlal

'iPower--Reward ncoerc1ve; legitimate, referent, and expert

' \
: power were measured by the Attrlbuted Power Index (Holzbach,

=

e 1974; Welnsteln & Holzbach, 1976). This 1nstrument prov1des

measures of the f1Ve bases of power descrlbed by Frenéh nd
Raven (1959) w1th flve, 5-item cc les. Responses to \
descrlptlve phrases were made on 7—-01nt scates anchored by
1l = "extremely 1naccurate to 7 = extremely accurate.
'ﬁolzbach (1974) and Welnsteln and- Holzbach (1976) present
detalled ev1dence supportlve of the Index ] Valldlty and )
rellablllty.

Job Clrmate--Three compos1tes from the James and Jones

-

Psychologlcal Cllmate Questlonnalre were used in this. study.
\

( .
Job challenge and Varlety (6 ltems), Rol amblgulty (9

~

1tems),}and Percelved part1c1patlon (4 1tems). The items.

descrlbe job-spec1f c aspects of the work s1tuatlon and were:

i

responded tc on ‘5= p01nt Likert Scales. The theoretlcal

ratlonale underlylng these measures of psycho‘oglcal cllmate”

,

-




Tfh\, . can be'foundfin James &'Jones’11974) and Jemes, .Hater,
Gent, and Brunl (1978). "The development'of the'questlonnaire'

lS detalled in Jones & James (1979) and James, Gent, Hater,
. . ’ T - S

& Coray (1979).

From the managerlal questlonnalre. Rated Employee
T~

Performance-—Each employee 1n the sample was rated by his.or-

her manager on ltems relatlng to various aspects of work

- done, 'Thes§4ltems, based on mlxed standard scale-

.methodology (Blané & Ghiselli,'l972).were responded to using -

a three~-point scalei ’"worse-than,“ "equal to, andf"betterp'

Y . S -

than." For this study, ratlngs ‘on two 1tems relatlng to
. _ T _ 1

.timeliness-and efffclency of work &ere averaged for each ;
'i.n.dividuau'l'.in the employe sample.._ R Ty
| | - Results |
A moderated sub-group a%al¥s1s was used 1n order to
. test the hypothe51zed relatlpnshlps between managerlal power '
iand employee performance under favorable and unfavorable jObl

cllmate condltlons. Medlan spllts Were made on each of the

three jOb cdlmate varlables measured durlna phase one. xThe.

1 .
1Kﬁfathe job»cllmate_moderators, as well as means,
\ e . i o - - A . B . ’ ‘ BN - . . -
. standard'd1V1s1ons and t-tests'(two—tailed) for the pOWer_
-:’ C o — / BN ) I
A and performance varlables within subgroups are presented in

medlan valueg

- 1 —

*
Table 1 for phase one, and ‘in Table 2 for phase 2.

-

"*vl- "Insert tahles'l\aﬁdfz about here

‘\'

i \ . } Sy .
* ' - - : : B Vo i Lot

" Sample sizes vary due to missing data.' .. v
’ - v T e L ’ ) - .. ‘\ .- i
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Both Table 1 and Table 2 show that in every case the
méans for all flVe pOWer bases were hlgher in the hlgh
Achallenge and varlety, low role amblgulty, and high per-

celved part/cipatlon subgroups. _TheSe meanfdifferences

A o ,
‘were s1gn1f1cant in only flVe comparlsons for phase one, and

rn only_two comparlsons‘for.phase two.” The trend is partlally_
attributable to the powerlvariables being correlated'with the
job climate'moderatorsJ‘

A It should be noted that in thls study low role .
Aamblgulty and high challenge and- varlety and - hlgh percelved
-part1c1patlon are considered favorable job climate condrtrons,
- Opposite levels of thefe variables_arelconslderedpunfavor-

5

able climate conditions. LN

/

- Within. the moderated?subgroups;'cross;cectional (static)e

y
‘and lagged (dynamlc) zero—order correlatlons were computed
between power varlables and performance, qu significance

/

of the dlfferences between the. various coefﬁicients were
- ! A\\‘". ) e ] | T M . .
v assessed'using Fisher's;thransﬁormations. Tables'3 - 5

/., \

'present results for statlc relatlonshlps for ‘both phase one

and phase\two. Tables 6 8 present results for dynamlc
- . relationShips.',These tables do not 1nclude coefflclents

\
for the “Coerclve"v OWer varlable. The reason for th1s
P A

om1ss1on 1s that vxrtually no cons1stant relatlonshlp
between - thlS varlable and performance was pred1cted or found

T ) | e . :

- -, . . ) AN

o - Insert tables 3 bp‘S about here




~

Twelve out of 48 poss1ble static correlations in

TableS/3'; 5.were significant. Of those reaching s1gnifi-

cance, all- were in unfavorable climate subgroups save one
(expert power in the high challenqe_and variety subgroup in
phase one) . Tests for differences between coefficients in
favorable vs. unfavorable climate subgroups, however,r

failed to reach statistical s1gnificance in all but one_"

'case., The direction of differences in corre1ations, B -

\‘

_ whather s1gnificant or not, was as’ predicteo in 19 out of

s
24 comparbedns. - , - } _ o .

\ In Tables 6 - 9, five out of 24 dynamic correlations

\ e T

‘were\s1gnificant, and all five were in unfavorable climate -

subgroups. The low job challenge and Variety subgroup.
accounted for four of the five s1gnificant relationships. “ﬂrl

Two ‘of the differences between subgroups were statistically

_ significant. of the'lG poss1ble comparisonsy 14 differences
; N . .‘ . ./,l . . .

|

2

j

were -in the.predicted direction. /7‘
. - } Ty /
Discussion o _ w./
',‘» ‘ - i o
The results of this study offer limited s>p~*'7.for all,

S hypothesesp Although the number of signif//ant»?inuings

were fewer than expected, a very-conSista'tfpattern emerged. - .
The.differential'relationships'betwee managerial'power'”'

, \ .o

and employee .performance in- both static and\dynamic

correlational analyses were laf ely in the. predicted

%

direction.r That'is, thex;were pOSit1Ve ‘and stronger under




N ’ ? | _ . | -m ) o S .olOI

‘conditions of poor job climate. /.
. : ‘A plausable reason for the fewer than expected s1gn1f1—'
' v

cant correlatlons 1s the sample s1zes of ‘the subgroups,
i ’ / .
.which were about 40 in each case. A}so, some restrlctloni
i / . /. C

// . of varlance 1n the/power varlablesiwas likely due to their y

: be Lng correlated w1th the'cllmate moderators.. SR
/. . « ‘The s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs for the ldbltudlnal analyses

/ - provide support for,the hypotheses that attrlbuted soc1al

[ . J . —— : - . X

power needs time to be effective. At phase one data
\‘- o, ) ' . v ) ' ’ . . 3 .
collectlon, the’work units in the'department'were relatively

r <

new followlng the electlon of a new clty administration. -«

b
N '

The s1x-month time 1nterval, therefore,lallowed for leader—

v
“

shlp to be’ felt by those individuals for\whom the percelved
A

Job cllmate was unfavorable. t Ty

|
The dynamlc and dlfferentlal relatlonshlz between
power and performance may explaln why several studies have

o e -

\

falled to demonstrate soc1alfpower as an explanatory

/'= varlable._ Cuoss sectlonal des1gns and effects of” cllmate
/ s \
' may mask the relatlonshlps between the bases of power and

i

performance.
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“Table II

Means Standard Devaataons and t-valugs for Dafferences in Power Varaables and ‘\ .,ﬂ \
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Table 2 -

o

| |
Means, Standard Devaataons and t- values for Dafferences in Power Vaaaab]es and

Performance i Phase Two Sub ~gPoups Moderated by Job C]amate

~ Job Chal]enge & Varaety
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Table 3 . s

Stat1c Corre1at10ns Between Power Var1ab1es and Performance in Sub groups

Moderated by Leve] of Job Cha]]enge and Var1ety

E

.o

, - TjPhase One o “_{' : E' Q- Phase'Two-
Power .. o ' L

'

Variables _Law__~ High i Dif. _Low * High 7 Dif,
Reward < .3 s o2 .23 los. | a74

© Leditimate  .48v 3 L302¢ .08 o 1 -.030

L Referent ::,' .16 o ..17 ‘.i' 41010. o .33;' 79120- ~ 140

CExpert .21, T .38%x o152 40, .09% 333

‘Table 4
Static. Correlat1ons Between Power Var1ab1es and Performance 1n Sub groups .

Moderated by Leve1 of Role Amb1gu1ty .

[

S Phase One_ LT Phase_Two _
~Variables Low - High +Z Dif. : Low  High Z Dif.

' Reward 6 - .25 094 - . 03 .20 . a73
\Legitimate_ 23 . .38% . .166 .00 15 = - 151

eferent 21 .08 ¢ -3 . 3 3 - 219

Expert .26 27 0 M s L2320
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: Tab]e 5
: Stat1c Corre]at1ons Between Power Var1ab1es and Performance in Sub groups

: Moderated By Leve1 of Perfe1ved Part1c1pat1on a

o ‘ S _~_ Phase\onel _'ﬁ]f _fgf‘ ;i~;. .PhasemTwoo”
- Power : - A 2 :
. Variables . Low - High"‘: Z Dif. . .lLow 1VHigh -2 ‘Dif.. . ‘

~ Reward - .29 .04 259 "¢ 27 +-.03-. ° .307 -
legitimate . .39* " -..18  : /230° .06 .11 :.050
: | / -050

Referent . .15 .09 061 .35%i .13 .235

Expert - . -.37* o/ . .288 . .30%* .12 .189

: s ,;_{ o "//."d . .ab]e 6. -

Dynam1c Corre]at1ons Between Power Var1ab1es At Phase 0ne and

' Performance at Phase Two in Sub- groups Moderated By

Leve] of Job - Cha]]enge & Var1ety
/

N - / »
Power ™ : ' _ ' :
Var1ab1es .- Low High Z. Dif.

¥
3

//Reward ' S .30 T a0 199
Leg1t1mate'_ R T S _' _ .;595%*
Referent ° B Y Jd9 -z

C Expert S s s . o2

21
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Dynamic:Correlations Betneen Power Variabfes atiPhasePOne'and

~Table 7

e ‘ Performance at Phase Two 1n Sub-groups Moderated By

Leve] of Role Amb1gu1ty ii" o e

" power. . | o L
"Variables. : . Low - - High - -Z Dif.

G ~ Reward - 05 26 - 216
Lo O legitimate cT =12 29 AL
| - Referent | o .28 4 - 247 _
Expert .- S _f.éio,i !

_'Tab1e 8 _
Dynamic Corre]at1ons Between Power Var1ab1es at Phase 0ne "and -
' Performance at Phase Two in Sub- groups Moderated By

Leve] of Perce1ved Part1c1pat1on

"Power - e T T T
- Variables . Low -High-... Z Dif. |

- Reward w7 207 o
Legitimate .28 If -.10 - .356 -
Referent = . . - ..18 .27  =.005 %

Expert . S . .22 . .20 "oJLOZT
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